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17 January 1985

MEMORANDUM FOR: Deputy Director for Intelligence
FROM: Director of Central Intelligence

SUBJECT: US Technology/USSR

This article, although I think I disagree with its conclusions,
has a lot of interesting ideas. I've marked some material, beginning
in the second column on page 2 which lays out four portions that the
author says are floating around Moscow with respect to Soviet options
in dealing with the United States. I pass this on for whatever it is
worth.

William J. Casey

Attachment:
Washington Post article of 6 Jan 1985
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‘Star Wars

WASHINGTON POST
6 January 1985

fussian Revolution?

By Jerry F. Hough

ing in Geneva between Secretary of State’

E N THE WEEKS leading up to tomorrow’s meet-

. George P. Shultz and Soviet Foreign Minister
" Andrei Gromyko, we've heard a great deal about the
_ .competing factions in the administration in Washing-

ton.-But what about the factions in Moscow? Might :

‘they be relevant to these arns control negotiations?
. Many experts argue that it is all but impossible to

intelligently decipher the internal . politics of -the
- Kremlin. But we really can make a plausible assess-
" ment of the political debate in Moscow and its impor-
- tance for the United States. ’

= = Two basic problems have bedeviled the analysis of ‘

= Soviet politics in recent years. First, we have failed
--to understand the driving forces and foreign policy
- imperatives of economic reform — the central sub-
- ject of debate on the Soviet political agenda. Second,
~-we .have erred by characterizing the Soviet Union

- foreign policy debate as “detente vs. anti-detente.” -

- Instead there are at least three basically pro-detente

~ ‘positions in Moscow; by failing to distinguish between -

- them, analysts have confused the alignments on Sovi-
- -et-American relations. o o

 Today’s Soviet Union is divided betwéen more con-
Zservative leaders, usually of the older generation,
—~who are afraid of change and — in many cases —
--eager to make peace with the United States to avoid
*intermal reforms; and others, mostly younger men,

who are themselves divided on many foreign policy
issues, but united in their desire to remake the Soviet

. economic system. s
Ironically, current American policy, which obvi-
ously encourages Moscow’s anti-American hard-
liners, also boosts the boldest reformers — men
whose political success could pose the gravest chal-

lenges to our interests. Perhaps the biggest single

stimulus to internal economic reform is President
Reagan’s “Star Wars” missile defense program,
which has confronted the Soviet leadership with a
most painful reminder of its own failures to match

Westerntechnological might. If the elderly leaders -

now in power cannot find a political solution to the
Star Wars challenge, the younger generation seems
destined to reject their policies for bold and adventur-
ous new experiments intended to make the Soviet
Union more innovative, and more competitive.

eign policy must begin with one basic fact: the

U nderstanding of the Soviet Union and its for-
]
Soviet Union and Japan began to Industrialize

at the same time, both suffered grievously in World
War II, bt}t today, Japan can compete effectively —
too effectively — with the United States in the ex-

port of vthe'highest—technology products, while the
*Soviet Union cannot even produce simple machinery .

that can be sold in Eastern Europe and the Third
‘World. There 1s not the slightest. evidence that the
present economic system will ever be capable of so}v-
mg_thls problem. The traditional Soviet pretense that
their system offered a mode] that other countries
would want to copy has, in the last 10 years, turned
_to ashes,
: Communist revolutions now occur only in
the most backward countries, and the Soviet
System is not even taken seriously in the
politics of industrializing Third World coun-
tries like Taiwan, Indonesia, India, Egypt,
Argentina and Mexico. It is the Japanese
model that is influential, and the Soviet
Union looks as if it will fall behind not only
Europe and Japan, but also South Korea, Sin-
gapore and maybe, God forbid, China.
. In an interview published in the military
newspaper Red Star last May 9, Marshal
Nikolai Ogarkov, then chief of the Soviet
general staff, went a step further. He hinted
strongly that the Soviet economy is not
capable of maintaining Soviet military equal-
ity with the West. Both in that interview and
in an article published in November (two
months after his unexpected removal from
his high post), Ogarkov essentially said that
nuclear weapons are unusable, The number
of nuclear weapons is so great, he said, that
“‘you do not have to be a military man or a
scholar to understand that a further buildup
of them is becoming senseless.” The fact
that all these points were repeated either
verbatim or in stronger language in the
November article was a signal that he was
not removed for saying them — that the i
Jeadership essentially agrees. ‘
In the May 9 interview, Ogarkov implied

that conventional weapons or technological
breakthroughs would be decisive. He painted
the gloomiest picture of “the rapid changes
in the development of conventional means of
battle . . . [which] sharply raise the fighting
capacity of conventional weapons, bringing:

" Foment a New

,-e:.—_u»j
Chhebiemty

Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2011/08/17 : CIA-RDP87M00539R001301600007-1



Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2011/08/17 : CIA-RDP87M00539R001301600007-1

' them to the level of weapons of mass de-
struction in their effectiveness” and “the
rapid development of science of technology
[which] create the real preconditions for the
appearance in the near future of still more
destructive kinds of weapons based on new
physical principles.” He pointedly cited a
statement by Friedrich Engels about the de-
pendence of the military upon the economy.
These statements were not reprinted in the

-November article, a clear sign of how Ogar-

-kov got in trouble with Konstantin Chernen- )

ko, the.current leader. DR
- -, If the Soviet population senses that the

world position and even threaten its military

security, the stability of the Soviet system
will be in jeopardy. The Russian people are -

not the inert mass often depicted in the
West; they conducted two of this century's
most drastic revolutions in 1905 and 1917.

They are fully capable of another.
; I were simply the long lines in the stores
' and the poor selection of ‘consumer
goods and foods, reform would require diffi-
cult changes in social policy — a raising of
the prices of items like meat and bread, in-
centives for managers to economize on labor
and to fire inefficient workers, toleration of

riches for the innovative, But these would
not have major foreign policy implications.

f the driving force of economic reform

But because the problem is technological

backwardness, the foreign policy implica-
tions go much. deeper. Leonid Brezhnev
seemed to think -that importing Western
technology would solve Soviet difficulties,
but now Soviet economists understand that
the opposite solution is more appropriate.
Soviet managers will never produce goods of
world-level sophistication and quality unless
+ they are forced-to meet foreign competition,
Soviet managers must be forced to export
technology, not simply import it, and to comn-
pete with that which is imported.:

“ The Soviet leaders now must move to-
wards integrating the Soviet Union into the
world economy in a way that China is begin-
" ning — though only beginning — to do.

" But how is Soviet business going to com- |

pete if Russians don't develop a feel for
Western society and tastes — and if Soviet
Central Asians don’t develop such a feel for
the markets of the Middle East? How can

’ confrontational posture? >
traditional communist system will doom the ) |

Soviet Union to a progressively inferior ' two years are any guide, the answer is clear.

i under President Richard M. Nixon. And they:.

+ sell it (not yet publicly, but in private coun-!

'] So the Soviet debates cannot be charac-

tegration of West Germany and East Germa- |
ny, of Western Europe and Eastern Europe?
Since the answers to these questions are
clear enough, how do reformers in Moscow
sell a program that arouses workers’ fears of
higher prices and unemployment (fears that
led to a Solidarity movement in Poland), the
managers’ fear of foreign competition and
the conservative fears of the subyersive im-
pact of foreign ideas in the Soviet Union and
Eastern Europe? In particular, how do they
do it when the United States is in a highly

If the published Soviet debates of the last

They sell their reform ideas with anti-
Americanism. Like Marshal Ogarkov, they
talk about the relationship of Western tech-
nology to modern weapons and suggest that '
military security demands reform. Like the.
new director of the major international rela- "
tions institute IMEMO (Alexander Yakov-[
lev), the former editor of the government,
newspaper Izvestia (Lev Tolkunov) and the:
former ambassador to Germany (Valentin'
Falin), they speak about a messianic, repul-|
sive American political culture with which it}
was always impossible to do business, even!

sels, according to' my Soviet informants)f
with proposals for anti-American moves to

woo Western Europe and Japan — not sim-;
ply with outmoded “peace” campaigns, but:
with concrete gestures like returning tol
‘Japan the four disputed islands Moscow:

seized after World War II, or granting Japa- !
nese the right to build Toyota plants in Sibe- |
ria or permitting real West German-East
German rapprochement. '

terized as simple pro-detente and -anti-de-
tente. The major positions in the debate are

. much more complex than that, and even the
following attempt to.lay out four positions :

misses many differences

among people
within each group. ' S,

he first pdsition is, in essence, anti-de- !
..l tente.lt is found in the military news- |

paper Red Star and the conservative
journal International Affairs, and treats the

West as united and threatening in its drive to |

achieve military superiority. As in the case
of Caspar Weinberger’'s view, this position

2,

tles of the 20th century by nuclear war” and
that military expenditures: are needed more
than investment and reform: “The defense
of socialism, as never before, demands not
only the availability of the appropriate de-
fense potential (economic, scientific-techn;-
cal, spiritual and military), but also the capa-
bility to use them immediately.” ;

The fact that Marshal Ogarkov went be-
yond this position to suggest the need for re- .
form indicates that any simple-minded con-

. Servative position is politically weak. The in-
| ..herent problem with the conservative ap-

proach is that military spending cannot solve
the technological problem. Unless the SS-25
now in development flies, the Soviet Union
still has not been able to develop an opera-
tional, solid-fuel intercontinental ballistic
missile 20 years after the American Minute-
man (which is such a missile), and its lag in
computer technology puts it at greater dis-
advantage with other modern weapon tech-
nologies. Moreover, drastic cuts in consump-
tion to allow massive new military expend-
itures would be politically dangerous, espe-
cially if there is no accompanying reform
program that holds out the prospect of a bet-
ter life to ordinary citizens.

The other three positons are all pro-de-
tente in one way or another, but they differ
enormously.in their policy implications.

The second position might be called the
traditional detente view. Like the conserva-
tive first pesition, it is-based on a two-bloc .
image of the world, but those in this camp
believe that detente between the two blocs -

is possibfe. Advocates of traditional dvét'e:ritém
emphasize the centrality of the Soviet-Amer-

t ican relationship. They insist on Soviet domi- E

nance of its bloc, but, to an extent that is not .
appreciated in the United States, they gen-
erally concede Europe and Japan to the U.S.
Despite their verbiage, the traditional pro-
detente faction generally likes the Western
alliances as'a means of keeping West Ger-
many and Japan non-nuclear, and of justify-

ing Soviet troops 3n East Europe.

The traditional detente position is held by
politburo members and their allies who are -
deeply worried by economic reform ' and
frightened by outside ideas. It is based on
the hope thata relaxation of Soviet-Amer-
ican tensions would reduce the domestic
pressure for reform. Originally it was based
on the belief — now discredited — that im-

this be done without permitting greater con- | does not usually seem associated with the

4 ] rting technology would be a panacea. in
tact with Western (and Moslem) ideas? How ! advocacy of mili ction, but focuse ‘ po T L .
can the Soviet Union move towards much | cy tary action, bu S on ' real political terms, the traditiona! detente

t the need to increase military spending. | position, not th i-d itd ‘
e . ( iy : 1l .| position, not the anti-detente position, has
;(m:re 'gumtate C°{:g’:t with the world mar- . In essence this position tends to be anti- ' become the basic conservative stance. it i3
€t without permutting greater economic in- l reform, bemuse 1ts proponents tend to be . the position taken by men such as Brezhine:
! Xenophobic and isolationist in regard to the ; Chernenko, Gromyko and Dmitri Ustinc--
West. It is expressed in assertions like Gen. | the defense minister who died last mont.
- Dmitri Volkogonov’s that the United States |  The third position might be called activ-
Jhas an actual ‘‘desire to ‘replay’ the lost bat- | American-oriented detente. Its propor.-
think that the Soviet-American relation.

yul..‘a—.;ad
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be central, because only these coun-
have the capability of destroying each
7. But unlike the traditional detente ad-
ztes, they are dedicated to economic re-

m. Consequently, they often speak fer-

atly of interrational cooperation, the inte-
. mation of the world economy and the build-
g of trust between the Soviet Union and
the United States. .

This is not just propaganda for the West,
but is a piea for a change in Soviet attitudes
and policy as well, The traditional dege'nte
people tend to be reactive, but the activists

. think that American hostility might be

broken down by far-reaching Soviet arms
control proposals, tension-reduction in the
Third World and less Soviet secrecy. This
position seems to be represented by a num-

.ber of professional Americanologists, includ-

ing scholars like Georgi Arbatov of the Insti-
tute of the USA and Canada and Fedor Bur-
latsky, once an aide to Yuri Andropov.

The fourth position is the anti-American,
pro-Europe, pro-Japan one. In’pgblic, it IS ex-
pressed by extreme anti-American postions

and by strong emphasis on division within

the .West. For example, the director of |

IMEMO, Yakovlev, has written of a “rela-

tive leveling in the strength of the three cen-

ters of power: the USA, Western Europe,

" arld Japan,” and he argued that “in the his-

torically foreseeable future the centrifugal

tendency in the capitalist world will grow.” .

* He signaled his attitude towards reform by

stating that Japan is in first place in many
technologies, has become *“a world economic

" state” and has surplanted the U.S. as “the

symbol of youth and dynamism in the West-
ern world.” )
In private, many of the proponents of anti-

what they see as Soviet government’s half-

- hearted efforts to woo Europe and Japan,
" and they have more substantial actions in

mind. This group, however, consists of

- proponents of economic reform who are not

. merely thinking geopolitically of a dissolution
of the Western bloc or the altering the loyal-°

- ties (“Finlandization”) of West Europe, but -

“are contemplating a greater integration of

the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe into

. Europe and Asia as a whole, with conse-

’ taryl

quences for both blocs.

~ American detente can be contemptuous of

It seems extremely. likely th?t Andropov
" was attracted to this anti-American, pro-Eu-
. rope and pro-Japan detente conception.

dropov’s entourage. The careers of those

like Arbatov and Burltasky, adhe_rents pf the -
activist, pro-American detente view, did not

prosper while Andropov was general secre-
but Tolkunov -and Yakovlev were
promoted. When, on Sept. 23, 1983, Andro~
pov made his famous statement gbout the
impossibility of dealing with America, he a‘l-
most surely was not rejecting detente in
general, but was moving towards a pro-Eu-
rooe position. -

-.-There were men with varying views in An- :

Indeed, movement towards an anti-Amer-
 ican detente remained strong after Andro-
pov's death in February and through the
early summer of 1984. Thus, May and June
featured an anti-American boycott of the
Olympics, apparent encouragement of visits
to West Germany by East German and Bul-
ganian leaders, signs of impending agricul-
tural reform, Marshal Ogarkov’s remarkable
interview and subtle signs of a weakness in
the position of Gromyko (a lower ranking
than Ustinov in order of election speeches
and a subnormal celebration of his 75th
birthday in July). These were all part of a
consistent package. :
In August and September, as Chernenko
recovered ‘his health after a bout of heart
. trouble, a number of these policies were re-
‘jected in an apparent return to the tradi-

" tional detente policy. Gromyko came to

* Washington, and his speech at the United
Nations evoked memories of the wartime al-
liance — one of the code-words of the

. Americanists. The East German and Bulgar-
ian visits to West Germany were cancelled,
and the central committee plenum on agri-
culture did nothing. Ogarkov was removed,’
and Gromyko's stock -soared. In October,
three months late, his birthday was suddenly
celebrated with unprecedented fanfare, sec-

ond only to Brezhnev’s himself.
' I In sociological terms the Politburo is
. deeply divided. Six of the 11 voting
members are over. 70, They average 74,
years of age, and, if the Kazakhstan party .
leader is excluded, they have each worked
for an average of over 30 years in high posts '
in Moscow. The other five members average
60 years of age, and have each worked in
Moscow for an average of three years; Gor-
bachev with six years work in Moscow is the
old-timer. To think that these outsiders

he near-term future is hard to predict.

. agree with what has been done for 30 years

stretches credulity. :

Gorbachev has an enormous range of re- -
sponsibilities — coordination of the econ-
omy, ideological work, foreign communists,
agriculture, the food industry and, by all indi-
cations, still personnel selection. He is given
assignments like his trip-to Britain to test
him, to broaden his experience and to build
him up on Soviet television; and he has been
passing these tests with flying colors. If
there are forces strong enough to challenge
him for the succession, it is virtually incon-
ceivable that they would not be strong
enought at least to give Romanov or some-
one else these kinds of experiences. _

|

Gorbachev’s policy positions cannot be
pinned down. He has been playing a cautious
Gary Hart role, signalling in various ways a
commitment to new ideas, but not being spe-
cific. He escorts the Hungarian leader
around, he chairs a very unusual Supreme
Soviet Foreign Affairs Commission session
on expansion of trade with the Third World |

" Jerry Hough is professor of political science at Duke

and @ member of the ctatf nf the Renntaiee- 1..

~dla. a4 lnnopr
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(which everyone knows requires manufac-
tured goods of world quality), he speaks out
for the expansion of expenditures on light in-

dustry in his election speech (but that pas-
sage was excised from Pravda), .

Domestically, the logic of his situation
should certainly push him to reform. In for-
eign policy, Gorbachev as leader would have
to opt for detente. But after an initial, broad

.“peace” campaign, he could easily choose

the pro-Japanese, pro-European (and anti-
American) version to help him sell his do-
mestic reforms to skeptical comrades on the

central committee. But much depends-on

events and the timing of the succession. .
The foreign policy alignments and options

in the Soviet Union create innumerable para-

doxes for U.S. policy and Soviet-American

relations. American policy has had a devas- !
tating impact on the political standing of the

activist, American-oriented detente position
which is most dedicated to a real improve-
ment in Soviet-American relations, When
the leaders have adopted the reassuring ges-
tures the activists propose — small reduc-
tions in Soviet troop strength in Central Ey-
rope or the renunciation of the first use of
nuclear weapons, for example — the United -
States has acted as if they " were signs of |
weakness. and has become more confronta-
tional. Yet, " precisely the confrontational |
aspects of American policy have been the '
biggest stimulus in building support for sig- |
nificant economic reform that the conserva- |
tive old guard has resisted. Lol

President Reagan’s Star Wars program !
seems to have terrified the conservative old |
guard. As a consequence, those like Cher- i
nenko and Gromyko surely are almost_pa- |
thetically eager for an agreement that would !
create the impression that American tech-
nology is being controlled. But in placing
space at the center of their disarmament
policy — or perhaps being forced to empha-
size it by their pro-reform opponents — they
have ensured that the Soviet press is filled
with articles about the American threat in
space. These articles implicitly and repeat-
edly remind Soviet readers of American
technological superiority, and thys of the
need for reform and new leadership if no
agreement is reached, - :

In retrospect, it is clear that American
policy of the late '70s and early '80s broke
the postwar mold of Soviet-American rela-

tions and set the stage for a substantial and

benefical change in international relations, .
But because the United States seems deter-

' mined to force the Soviet Union to play to

Europe and Japan, any change will represent
a real challenge to which the U.S, will have
to react with great sophistication,

For example, how will we react if Japan is
given the four disputed islands back and gets

" real access to the Soviet market in exchange

for a more evenhanded role in superpower
relations? If change of this kind occurs quick-
ly, the Reagan administration may wistfully

i
|
I

wish that it had let sleeping dogs lie a bit !
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]45 .y e A‘b
Washinggon,D. C. 20505
10 JAN 1985
MEMORANDUM FOR: See Distribution
SUBJECT: STAR WARS Study by Soviet Scientists Reported
in the 7 January 1985 issue of The Washington

Post (V)

1. The attached memorandum provides our views on the Soviet
STAR WARS study discussed on the front page of the 7 January 1985
issue of The Washington Post. S 25X1

2. If you have any further questions, comments, or requests,
please contact me atb or the Chief of the Directed Energy 25X

Branch, 25X1

Director
Scientific and Weapons Research

Attachment:
As stated

25X1

= o
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Central Intelligence Agency

DIRECTORATE OF INTELLIGENCE

9 January 1985

STAR WARS STUDY BY SOVIET SCIENTISTS REPORTED IN THE
7 JANUARY 1985 ISSUE OF THE WASHINGTON POST | | 25X1

Summary

The Soviet STAR WARS (Strategic Defense Initiative)
study discussed on page 1 of the 7 January 1985 issue of
The Washington Post was not prepared for the Schultz-
Gromyko talks. We believe that the report was written to
serve as a propaganda tool against SDI. It was initially
drafted in 1983 probably to reinforce the views of US
scientists opposed to SDI. It was written by Soviet
scientists with primarily civilian, not military,
backgrounds. We believe that Soviet work on SDI-related
technologies is being conducted by other scientists in
other organizations. The report itself Is generally
superficial in its analysis and contains at least one
technical error. | | 25X 1

Discussion

The paper discussed in "Soviets See US 'Deception'" on page 1 of the 7
January 1985 issue of The Washington Post is almost certainly a version of a
previously disseminated Soviet report. That report is dated Moscow 1984, has
the same coauthors as discussed in The Washington Post, and was done under the
auspices of the Committee of Soviet Scientists for Peace, Against Nuclear

Threat. The report has had various titles including "A Space-Based Anti-

This memorandum was prepared bg‘ \the Office of 25X1
Scientific and Weapons Research. Contributions were made by|[ | 25X1
SWR and | the Office of Central 55X 1

Rererence.  This memorandum has been coordinated with the Office

of Soviet Analysis. Information available as of 7 January 1985

was used. Comments and queries are welcome and may be directed

to the Chief, Directed Energy Branch, OSWR, | | 25X1

DEV4

25X1

-1 -
}E,eﬁ'[ 25X1

Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2011/08/17 : CIA-RDP87M00539R001301600007-1



Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2011/08/17 : CIA-RDP87M00539R001301600007-1
SECRET| 25X1

Missile System With Directed Energy Weapons: Strategic, Legal and Political

Implications" and "Strategic and International-Political Consequences of

[Cngahingj Space-Based Anti-Missile System Using Directed Energy Weapons."
25X1

25X1

Although roughly 90 percent of Soviet space efforts probably have
military applications, the six scientific coauthors of this report are from an
organization representing the relatively small civilian/scientific effort.
This organization, the Institute of Space Research, has some functions similar
to the US National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA). Nevertheless,
some of its work has been in direct support of the military. However, judging
from their backgrounds, the coauthors of the report are almost certainly not
involved in the development of directed-energy systems. The other three
coauthors of the report are from the Institute of the USA and Canada Studies
and the Institute of the World of the Economy and International Relations.
They are basically political scientists.

25X1

The report asserts that space-based SDI systems are too technically
complex, expensive, and easily counter-measured to be worthwhile. However,
the report examines only one possible SDI variant in enough depth to show
complexity and cost--namely a hydrogen fluoride chemical laser that could be
implemented in the 1990s. Although mentioned, other possibilities, such as
neutral particle beams, x-ray lasers, and krypton fluoride lasers, are not
analyzed in as much detail. Other SDI concepts, e.g. ground-based terminal
defense and space-based kinetic-energy weapons, are not discussed. Many of
the ideas presented, particularly in the countermeasures area, were taken
directly from the US open literature and do not represent original Soviet

ideas. ‘ 25X1

The report itself contains a glaring technical error. Namely, the
equation for calculation of the potential kill range of a nuclear-driven x-ray
laser is incorrect. The kill range obtained is too short for the assumptions

used. 25X1

We believe that the report was written to serve as a propaganda tool
against SDI. The report apparently was written to reinforce the arguments
used by US scientists against SDI. The report has wide distribution in the
West but apparently little distribution inside the Soviet Union. To our
knowledge, the arguments of technical complexity, high cost, and easy
countermeasures have not been brought up in a totally Russian news medium.

SECRET 25X1
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SECRET

Rather, the Soviet media have argued that a SDI system would lead to a US
first-strike capability, would be in violation of existing treaties, and would
allow attack of ground targets from space. ‘

The results of the report have been previously highlighted by the Soviet
scientist responsible for the generation of the report, Ye. P. Velikhov, in an
article in the May 1984 issue of the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. Dr.
Velikhov also discussed some of the results of the report in the 24 June 1984

issue of The Washington Post. |

The report demonstrates the large amount of technical data about US
concepts for SDI that can be gleaned from the open literature. These include
missile vulnerabilities to laser and particle-beam irradiation, beam
divergences for laser and particle-beam weapons, and output powers for these
weapons, as well as estimates for the size and mass of a laser system. A
total of 34 references to 15 US technical journals were made. Aviation Week
and Space Technology and Astronautics and Aeronautics were cited more times
than the other journals. Also, most of the references cited (23 out of 34)
were published before 23 March 1983, the date of President Reagan's first
announcement of SDI. \

A few Soviet publications also are cited. One, entitled Space Must Be
Peaceful, is authored by V.S. Avduyevskiy, who is probably head of a Soviet
space-based laser weapon project. Another is a Soviet analysis of US press
reports of classified US work on nuclear-explosive-pumped x-ray lasers. Other
Soviet references on excimer, iodine, and free-electron lasers also may

reflect classified Soviet work.

SECRET
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SECRET

SUBJECT: STAR WARS Study by Soviet Scientists Reported in

the 7 January 1985 Washington Post 25X1
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- Executive Director
- Executive Registry
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et

The Director of Central Intelligence
Washington, D.C. 20505

NIC 07192-84
National Intelligence Council 27 December 1984

MEMORANDUM FOR: Director of Central Intelligence

FROM : Herbert E. Meyer
Vice Chairman, National Intelligence Council

SUBJECT: Why Are the Russians So Frightened by "Star Wars"?

1. So bitter and vitriolic is the debate over President Reagan's
Strategic Defense Initiative -- the so-called "Star Wars" proposal -- and
so disturbing is the friction this initiative has generated between
ourselves and our allies, that we are all but ignoring the effect that
SDI is having on the Soviets: it is absolutely scaring hell out of
them. Indeed, never before have the Soviets voiced such alarm over a US
national-security initiative, or scrambled so furiously to de-rail such
an initiative, as they have since the President announced back in March
1983 that henceforth the US would begin to move away from Mutual Assured
Destruction, that hideous defense doctrine which literally requires that
our entire population remain exposed to nuclear annihilation; we would,
said the President, move instead toward development and deployment of
technologies that will stop incoming missiles and thus protect us from a
nuclear holocaust.

2. We need to understand why the Russians are so frightened by
"Star Wars." The answer not only tells us a great deal about our
nation's chief adversary but, in a curious and even profound way, it
illuminates a great deal about why SDI -- which in poll after poll has
won support by an overwhelming majority of US voters -- has generated so
much opposition from those American and European intellectuals who
dominate the Western foreign-policy and defense establishments.

3. To understand the Soviet point of view, just for a moment
consider SDI from the perspective of a Kremlin leader. First, you would
have to assume that the Americans will succeed in developing and
deploying technologies capable of stopping your missiles. One need only
grasp the astounding progress of physics during the last twenty years to
imagine how far the science might progress during the next two decades.
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Moreover, no one ever made money betting against the US when it decides
to combine its scientific and technological prowess with its industrial
and entrepreneurial might; the Manhattan and Apollo Projects come to mind.

4. Allowing the Americans to develop and deploy the world's only
strategic defense system would be unthinkable. The political impact
would devastate Moscow even before the damn thing was up and working.
More precisely, from the moment a perception began to take hold around
the world that the Americans were on the road to success, Moscow's
capacity to influence events through its only source of leverage -- fear
of physical attack -- would begin to diminish. After all, once the
Americans were invulnerable to attack there would be nothing to stop them
from coming to the aid of allies who dared stand up to the Soviets.
Moscow's ultimate threat -- that you had better do as we say because the
Americans won't help you -- would evaporate. A re-distribution of global
power could occur in the years immediately before and after deployment of
a US strategic defense system that would leave Moscow on the ropes.

5. As a prudent Kremlin leader, then, you would have no choice but
to order development of a Soviet SDI to counter the American one, and by
doing so keep the score even. But you could not be certain of success.
Seven decades of communism have wrecked Soviet science. To be sure, many
Soviet scientists are first-rate by any standards. And their ability to
achieve incremental technical advances in some fields remains
impressive. But in Soviet science -- as in all other fields of endeavor
-- too many hacks have been promoted over too many competent men and
women for too many years. The brightest and the best have been
demoralized, demoted, and all too often discredited for real or
trumped-up political offenses. The number of world-class Soviet
scientists who have gone into exile, voluntarily or under KGB auspices,
is too high to overcome. So long as the job is merely to build a more
accurate missile, or a more potent warhead, or a faster submarine, Soviet
science is up to it. But to pull off something as radically different,
as big in size and scope as a strategic defense system -- well, Soviet
science may no longer have what it takes.

6. As a Kremlin leader, then, you would have no choice but to adopt
a two-track approach: to try to match the American SDI while
simultaneously developing an alternative in case this matching effort
should fail. That is, in addition to building your own strategic defense
system you would order up enough new heavy missiles to overwhelm the US
system by brute force. On the very conservative assumption that the US
system would be capable of shooting down just 80% of all incoming
missiles, to make certain that the number of your missiles that actually
reach US targets would be the same as the number that would reach US
targets without a defensive system, you would need to launch -- according
to the pbest available calculations -- five times the number of Soviet
heavy missiles you have right now. More precisely, to the 1,400 SS-18
and other offensive missiles you now have in silos, you will need to add
another 5,600 missiles and silos.
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7. This, then, is how SDI looks to a Soviet leader. At first
blush, it's hard to see why he or his colleagues should be so upset.
They need only to build their own system while developing a fallback plan
in case of failure or delay.

8. There is just one little problem with such a sensible, rational
two-track approach to countering SDI: the Soviets can't do it. First,
they haven't got enough money. Keep in mind that the Soviet economy is
slightly more than half the size of the US economy. If one assumes that
the cost of a strategic defense system would be the same for them as for
us, the economic burden on the Soviets will be nearly twice as heavy.
Moreover, while our economy is robust theirs is stagnant. They need to
divert more money each year merely to import food -- mostly from the US
and for which they pay hard cash. Far-flung Soviet colonies such as Cuba
and Vietnam have developed insatiable appetites for economic aid. The
East European satellites are increasingly restless due to their own
stagnation, and since the Soviets can't afford to provide more aid they
must increase the level of military power to prevent political upheaval.
And within the Soviet Union itself, the population boom among
non-Russians is beginning to bleed the economy white as demand rises
inexorably for roads, schools, hospitals, and so forth. Now add to the
cost of building a Soviet strategic defense system the cost of
quintupling the offensive Soviet missile force. That is an awful lot of
very big rockets, very powerful warheads, and very expensive holes in the
ground.

9. The Soviets might be able to afford their own strategic defense
system, assuming their scientists can do it. And they might be able to
afford a quintupling of their offensive missile force. But they cannot
afford both. We are not talking here about nickel-and-dime expenditures
of a sort that can be managed with a bit of belt-tightening here, a
dollop of repression there, and a societal talent born of practice to
always, somehow muddle through. We are talking here about a combination
of expenses that Soviet leaders genuinely fear would send their already
stagnant economy into a tailspin, or maybe even break its back.

10. Moreover, the Soviets haven't got enough energy to undertake a
project as new and radical as development of a high-tech strategic
defense system. Again, such a system requires much, much more than just
a few incremental steps forward. It requires a stupendous, revolutionary
leap of imagination, will, and organization. The fundamental
re-orienting of a nation's scientific and technical communities, the
integration of these communities with the industrial base, the need to
cope with the diplomatic consequenses of a strategic-defense competition,
and the effort required to shift a nation's military structure away from
Mutual Assured Destruction and toward a world in which deterrence is
based on protecting human beings rather than holding them hostage to
nuclear attack -- all this is utterly beyond the capacity of a
dictatorship whose leaders are dying off and jockeying for power among
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themselves, and whose dreams of conquest have reduced them to such
revolting products as those little red toy airplanes they are scattering
throughout Afghanistan, intended solely to be picked up by children, and
designed with explosive devices that blow off a child's arms so that
Afghan parents will be discouraged from resisting the Soviet forces that
now occupy their country.

11. SDI, then, is much more than a piece of hardware. It is a
symbol. And it is this symbol -- what SDI says about the United States
-- that the Soviets recognized instantly and which has frightened them so
badly. SDI means that our financial resources to defend ourselves exceed
the Soviet Union'‘s financial resources to threaten us. More important,
SDI means that we still have the will to defend ourselves; that we have
the energy and imagination to break the nuclear balance of terror that
has become the Soviet Union's primary source of global power and
influence. SDI is a symbol of our confidence in science, in technology,
and in our own ability to manage both and to combine them with industrial
and entrepreneurial power to preserve our freedom. SDI is a soaring
affirmation of faith in ourselves.

12. SDI, then, is the Soviets' worst nightmare. It means we aren't
going to crumble. It means that they will not defeat the West and will
not displace the United States as the world's pre-eminent superpower. It
means the so-called Red Tide they once thought would drown the Free World

is now cresting, and will soon begin to recede. SDI means that history
is not at all on their side, but on ours.

bt

Herbert E. Meyer
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